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the Constitution language that has been declared unconstitutional or has been chI'" !Fp.d
by Congress. The people of the State 0
fornia should not be misledregardiu""g .-.~.:
fullila:m~right-;; ~hen reading the
Constitution. - - - - - - - - - - To as.'>ert that this measure is unnecessary
because future court decisions may further
alter residence and registration requirements
is actually the strongest argument in support of Proposition 7. This is precisely why
the Constitution Revision Commission retains only the most basic voting requirements in the Constitution and authorizes the
Legislature to act in the future on technical
election procedures and deadlines.
The open presidential primary was added
to the Constitution by the people in June
1972. A "Yes" vote merely renumbers that
provision to conform to other language in
Article II.
The existing State Constitution has an
"English" literacy requirement. This provision is meaningless as it is now impossible
to enforce and has recently been held invalid by our Supreme Court as discriminatory against Californians literate in Spanish
and other languages. Proposition 7 does
not take away the power of the Legislature
to enact any literacy requirement which
may be lawfully applied.
The argument against Proposition 7 '-. in
reality an argument to keep inaccura
'enl'orcible and obsolete material h.
Ar
Constitution. Vote "Yes" to replace 1,000
outdated words with the concise and accurate statement of our right to vote.
AI.BERT S. RODDA
Rebuttal to Argument Against
State Senator, 5th District
Proposition 7
JOHN T. KNOX
Assemblyman, 11th District
The argument against Proposition 7 unfortunately fails to address current law and
JUDGE BRUCE W. SUMNER, Chairman
the intent of the Legislature to remove from
Constitution Revision Commission

on the ballot by petition, the primary
method by which a candidate's name may be
placed on the ballot is by the Secretary of
State in his judgment' and his judgment
alone passing on the candidate's "recognition," and thus deciding as a practical
matter which candidates will be voted on by
the people. This is too important a matter to
be left to the judgment of anyone person.
Presently the Constitution requires that a
person be able to read the Constitution in
English and write his or her own name in
order to vote. Proposition 7 removes this
requirement completely, thus allowing persons who cannot read or write to vote on all
public issues. It is difficult to see how a person who could not read or write could understand the ballot when many persons whose
knowledge of English is fiuent appear to
have difficulty with it. Opening the vote to
persons who cannot understand the language
of this country is an open invitation to uninformed voting, and voting based upon how
someone tells them to vote. This can only
lead to corruption of the worst kind.
Since Proposition 7 abolishes all resi.
dential requirements and leaves them up to
the Legislature, since it places in the hands
of the Secretary of State the complete judgment as to whose names should be on the
presidential ballot, and because it allows
persons to vote who cannot read and write,
Proposition 7 should be defeated and the
present system which has worked well for
many years should be retained.
JAMES E. WHETMORE
State Senator, 35th District

TAX EXEMPTION 'OR ANTI-POLLUTION FACILITIES. Legislative
Constitutional Amendment. Authorizes Legislature to exempt
from ad valorem taxation facilities which remove, eliminate, reduce or control air, water or noise pollution to or in excess of
standards required by state or local requirements and to provide
state subventions to local governments for revenues lost by reason
of such exemptions. Financial impact: None in absence of implementing legislation.
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(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 10, Part n)
General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel
Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst
This constitutional amendment authorA "Yes" vote on this legislative constitutional amendment is a vote to authorize the izes the Legislature to exempt from property
Legislature, by a majority vote, to exempt, taxation any facility designed to control air,
in whole or in part, air, water, and noise water, or noise pollution, including machinpollution control facilities from property ery and equipment installed to meet retaxation, with compensation of local govern- quirements of the law. The amendment AlllO
requires the Legislaturc to p~ mo
:J
ments for taxes thereby lost.
.dA "No" vote is a vote against granting cities, counties, and special districts:.
ing schools to replace any loss of property
this authority to the Legislature.
tax revenue they may sustain as a result of
For further details, see below.
(Continued on page 21, column 2)
(Detailed analysis 1m page 21, column 1)
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Detailed Analysis by the
Legislative Counsel
ler the existing provisions of the Con~. ___ .ion, the Legislature may exempt real
property from property taxation only where
the Constitution specifically authorizes the
exemption. The Legislature may exempt personal property from taxation by a two-thirds
vote of each house. There is no general constitutional requirement that the state compensate local governments for property tax
revenues lost by reason of any such exemption.
This measure would authorize the Legislature, by majority vote, to exemp.t from taxation, in whole or in part, any aIr, water, or
noise pollution control facility. Such facility
would be defined to mean real or personal
property, or a combination of b~th, w:hi~h
brings air, water, or noise pollutIon wlthm
standards set by applicable law and regulation. The facility would have to be in the
form of equipment or systems but would not
include a building unless the entire building
constitutes such a facility.
The Legislature would be requ· 'd to compensate counties, cities and counties, cities,
and districts for revenue lost by each by reason of such exemption.
The Legislature would be granted unqualified power to define terms used in the
measure.
Conflicting Measures
,~ authority granted by this measure
would conflict with the limitations proposed
in Proposition No. 14. If both are approved
the one receiving the highest vote will prevail.
Argument in Fa.vor of Proposition 8
It is only fair that facilities which must be
built for the public's benefit to meet or exceed pollution control standards should not
have to pay ad valorem taxes on such instal·
lations which produce little or no revenue
and which rarely add to the quality or quantity of a commercial product.
Twenty-four other states already recognize this fairness doctrine through adoption
of tax relief provisions in connection with
pollution control facilities. These include
sueh important manufacturing states as New
York, New Jersey, Ohio, Michigan, Illinois,
Indiana, Massachusetts and Wisconsin. California should provide similar legislation in
order to reduce a competitive edge enjoyed
by those states. A "yes" vote will help to
provide that equality.
At the same time, a "yes" vote of itself
does not bring about any tax reduction for
business. It only permits the State Legislature in the future to consider such exempfor pollution control installations that
:.
ar exceed environmental standards set
by law.
Property owners, cities, counties, school

(Oontinued in column2)

Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst
(Oontinued from page 20, column 2)
the exemption. The amendment will have no
fiscal effect unless the Legislature enacts implementing legislation.
If the Legislature does enact implementing
legislation, the assessed value of property
will decrease in jurisdictions--cities, counties, school districts and special districtswhere the exemption is claimed. The revenue
of these jurisdictions will not decrease, however, if, as the amendment requires, the Legislature appropriates money to local government to make up for any revenue losses the
exemption may cause.
On the state level, the amendment, if implemented by the Legislature, will require
an annual appropriation of an unknown
amount to reimburse local government for
its losses. The amount cannot be estimated
for two reasons: (1) The content of the implementing ~egisla~ion eannot be .p~edict~d;
it may be eIther lIberal or restrIctIve WIth
respect to the exemption. (2) The extent to
which taxpayers will claim tax benefits under the exemption cannot be predicted. It
can be observed, however, that recent federal and state legislation requires exteUllive
investment in pollution control devices. If
these devices qualify for a property tax exemption, the cost to the state might be substantial.

(Continued from cO~ltrnnl)
districts ~nd sprciai districts within California would be financially protected by the
provisions contained in the measure. Funds
would be allocated to local governments to
offset amounts lost by any enactment adopted
b, the I~egislature pursuant to the provisions
of this Constitutional Amendment.
Ne recommend a "yes" vote.
WALTER W. STIERN
State Senator, 18th District
WILLIAM E. COOMBS
State Senator, 20th District
.JOHN T. KNOX
Assemblyman, 11th District
Rebuttal to Argument in Fa.vor of
Proposition 8
'Vhile the proponents attempt to defend
giving this tax break to those that are polluting our environment, I would ask:
"Is it fair to give big business a property tax break when individuals receive
no reduction in motor vehicle fees for their
smog devices T"
The answer is "NO". Proposition 8 is a tax
loophole that will benefit big business under
the guise of aiding pollution control and
being fair to business. We have enough of
these loopholes already.
This loophole will be a costly one to California taxpayers. The costs of Proposition 8
will involve multi-millions to reimburse local
governments for their tax losses. This will
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result either in another state tax increasewhich you and I will pay--or a reduction in
funds available for critical needs-including
school support and homeowner property tax
relief.
It is time to reject the myth that pollution
control is something that does irreparable
damage to industry; in many cases, it forces
industry to adopt modern methods which
provide greater efficiency in the production
process.
Summarizing, Proposition 8 will not reduce pollution, will raise state taxes, and
will unfairly give business a tax break denied ordinary taxpayers.
It is high time to reject the notion that
big business cannot afford the costs of pollution control without another constitutionally
imposed special privilege.
It is high time to make it clear to all concerned that the people of California are !ired
of tax loopholes and subsidies.
VOTE "NO" ON PROPOSITION 8!
JOHN F. DUNLAP
Assemblyman, 5th District
CHARLES WARREN
Assemblyman, 56th District

JOHN L. BURTON
Assemblyman, 20th District

Argument Against Proposition 8
I strongly oppose Proposition 8 and I
urge you to vote NO.
This amendment will do absolutely nothing to improve the environment or to control
pollution. It will give a tax break to business
interests that are now polluting our environment. All other taxpayers will be forced to
pay for this big business tax relief.
The effect of this amendment is to subsidize those who are required by law to comply with pollution control standards. As
such, it win be another tax loophole that the
rest of us will pay for with our tax dollars.
Proposition 8 is too broadly worded. Legal
authorities have advised us that:
--existing pollution control facilities will
be eligible to receive this tax exemption,
even if they no longer comply with
standards.
-items such as carpeting, acoustical ceilings, toilets, and air conditioners with
filters could receive the exemption. I
earnestly urge everyone not to be hoodwinked by those who urge passage of
this amendment!
- I t win not act as an incentive for
business and industry to control their
pollution; it is merely a giveaway for
doing what the law already requires.
-It does not require prices to be reduced
on products that will benefit from this
exemption.
-This amendment is a tax loophole and
an outright subsidY.
-This amendment will raise taxes on
other taxpayers.

-This amendment is broadly worded iT
order to cover any and all sorts of 1101lution control facilities, regardle
..
their effectiveness.
The industries who will benefit from the
property tax break provided in this proposed amendment have already written off
the cost of the equipment purchased as a
federal income tax deduction.
When you and I pay for a smog prevention device on our automobiles with our
own money, we don't get either a federal tax
deduction or a reduction in our auto license
in lieu property tax. Why should industry
receive both these benefits when we don't
receive either'
VOTE NO!
JOHN F. DUNLAP
Assemblyman, 5th Vistrict
CHARLES WARR~N
Assemblyman, 56th District

JOHN L. BURTON
Assemblyman, 20th District

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 8
False arguments are being used by the
opposition to confuse the public regarding
Proposition 8.
The opponents' argument is the same collection of mis-statements rejected by their
fellow Assemblymen when they approved
Proposition 8 by a vote of 56 to 12.
The passage of Proposition 8 does n·
duce anyone's taxes. Proposition 8 m". ~ ../
permits future legislation to be passed concerning anti-pollution equipment. However,
those future laws will apply only to equipment which cleans air and water or reduces
noise to government set standards.
Proposition 8 will apply to the sources of
pollution. The opponents' continued use of
the phony examples of rugs, air conditioners
with filters, etc., is part of their effort to
confuse the public.
While the opponents of Proposition 8 may
believe the fight against pollution is a mistake, there is no basis to their belief that
Proposition 8 will be mistakenly applied.
Only when polluters stop polluting, can
the Legislature provide an exemption. This
is the way Proposition 8 helps the fight
against pollution.
The federal tax laws eited by the opponents concerning the pollution control equipment apply only to the buying of the equipment. Proposition 8 applies to the operation
of such equipment after purchase.
Further, the opponents mis-state the tax
law regarding automobiles. For example, the
businessman pays the same tax rate on his
vehicles with an anti-smog device as does
everyone else.
We urge you to reject the false 0PPos'··
arguments. Strengthen the fight agains
lution. Vote YES on Proposition 8.
WALTER W. STIERN
State Senator, 18th District
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TAX EXEMPTION FOR ANTI-POLLUTION FACILITIES. Legislative

a

Constitutional Amendment. Authorizes Legislature to exempt
from ad valorem taxation facilities which remove, eliminate, reduce or control air, water or noise pollution to or in eXlless of
standards required by state or local requirements and to provide
state subventions to local governments for revenues lost by reason
of such exemptions. Financial impact: None in absence of implementing legislation.

(This aml'ndml'nt proposed by Senate Constitutional Amendment No. 70, 1972 Regular
Session, expressly amends an existing article
of the Constitution by adding a new section
thereto; therefore, NEW PROVISIONS proposed to be ADDED are printed in BOLDFACE TYPE.)
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTICLE
Sec. ltc. The Legislature may exempt, in
whole or in part, from ad valorem taxation,
any air, water, or noise pollution control
facility.
The term "air, water, or noise pollution
control facility" means real or personal property, or a combination of both, in the form
of machinery, equipment, installations, devices, fixtures or systems and includes that
portion of a commercial or manufacturing
unit, system, or process identified as prop-

xm

YES

NO

erty which removes, eliminates, reduces, or
controls air, water, or noise pollution so as
to produce results which meet or exceed pollution control standards required by applicable law and regulation.
A building is not within the definition of
an "air, water, 'or noise control facility"
unless the building is exclusively such a
facility.
The Legislature shall have plenary power
to define the terms used in this section.
The Legislature shall provide by general
laws for subventions to counties, cities and
counties, cities, and districts in this state an
amount equal to the amount of revenue lost
by each such county, city and county, city,
and district by reason of any act adopted
pursuant to this section. Any act adopted
pursuant to this section shall contain an estimate of subvention required for the initial
fiscal year in which such act is operat ;-·.,.

BOND VOTE FOR STRUCTURALLY UNSAFE SCHOOL BUILDINGS.
Legislative Constitutional Amendment. Permits approval by majority vote, rather than two-thirds vote, to pass bond issue for
purpose of repairing, reconstructing, or replacing structurally unsafe public school buildings. Financial impact: No dir.ect cost but
increased use of bonded debt due to reduced requirement for voter
approval is anticipated.

YES

9

(This amen<lment proposed by Senate Constitutional Amendment No. 72, 1972 Regular
Session, expressly amends an existing section of the Constitution; therefore, NEW
PROVISIONS proposed to be INSERTED
are printed in BOLDFACE TYPE.)
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTICLE XIII
SEC. 40.
No county, city, town, township.
board of education, or school district, shall
incur any indebtedness or liability in any
manner or for any purpose exceeding in any
year the income and r('venue provided for
such year, without the assent of two·thirds
of the qualified electors thereof, voting at
an election to be held for that purpose, except that with respect to any such public
entity which is authorized to incur indebtedness for public school purposes, any proposition for the incurrence of indebtedness in
the form of general obligation bonds for the
purpose of repairing, reconstructing cr replacing public school buildlligs determined,

NO

in the manner prescribed by law, to be structurally unsafe for school use, shall be
adopted upon the approval of a majority of
the qualified electors of the public entity
voting on the propostion at such election;
nor unless before or at the time of incurring
such indebtedness provision shall be made
for the collpction of an annual tax sufficient
to pay the interest on such indebtednpss as
it falls due, and also provision to constitute
a sinking fund for the payment of the principal thereof, on or before maturity, which
shall not exceed forty years from the time
of contracting the same; provided, however,
anything to the contrary .herein notwithstanding, when two or more propositions for
incurring any indebtedness or liability are
submitted at the same election, the votes cast
for and against each proposition shall be
counted separately, and when two-thirds or
a majority of the qualifipd electors, a1'
case may be, voting on anyone of such,
ositions, vote in favor thereof, such propos,tion shall be deemed adopted.
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